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(ii) Where the English conceptions of morality are infringed. It
cannot be doubted that a contract or other transaction which is
objectionable in English eyes on the ground that it tends to
promote sexual immorality1 will receive no judicial recognition
in England, though it may be innocuous according to its
foreign lex causae. In an early case Wilmot J. said:
'In many countries a contract may be maintained by a courtesan for
the price of her prostitution; and one may suppose an action to be
brought here upon such a contract which arose in such a country; but
that would never be allowed in this country.'2
(iii) Whetz-jz^txans action prejudices the interests of the United
Kingdom ^or its good relations^ with foreign powers. An example of
the first part bflHe statement is the prohibition of intercourse
with an alien enemy.3 In one case, for instance, an English
company, owning mines in Spain, made a contract in 1910 for
the delivery by instalments spread over a number of years of
minerals to a German company.4 The contract contained a
suspensory clause which provided that in the event of war the
obligations of the parties should be suspended during hostili-
ties. The English company brought an action in 1916 claiming
a declaration that the contract was not merely suspended but
was abrogated by the existence of a state of war between Great
Britain and Germany. The objection was taken that this was
a German contract and that therefore if fell to be governed by
German law. It was argued that illegality according to English
law was irrelevant. What had to be shown was that the contract
was illegal by German law. It was held, however^ that the
German character of the contract had no bearing on the
question. *It is illegal for a British subject to become bound in
a manner which sins against the public policy of the King's
realm',5 and it has long been established that the prohibition
of intercourse with an alien enemy rests upon public policy.
Support for the second part qf our statement may be derived
from the rule that it is contrary to public policy as understood
in all civilized nations for persons in England to enter into an
1	See, for example: Pearce v. Brooks (1866), LJR. I, Ex. 213; Aytnt v.
Jenkins (1873), 16 Eq. 275 ; Tayforv. Chester (1869), L.R. 4 £XB, 309.
2	Robinson v. Bland (1760), 2 Burr. 1077, 1084.
3	Robson v. Premier Oil and Pipe Line C?», [1915] 2 Ch. 124, 136. Supra -,
pp. 87-88.
•   * Dynamit Actitn-Gestllsckaft v. Rio Tinto Co. Ltd^ [1918] A.C. 292.
5 Ibid., at p. 294, per Lord Dunedia.

